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DETAILED ACTION 

Examiner's Response to Applicant's Arguments 

Regarding the drawings, since Applicant has included new drawings that show 
the claimed features, the objection to the drawings is cured. 

Regarding Applicant's response to claim 10 and 19-20, Examiner has carefully 
review Applicant's argument; however, Examiner is not persuaded by said arguments. 
Applicant does not clearly argue in support of patentability of claim 1 0, but rather claims 
19 and 20 (See Applicants arguments, page 6, II. 8-14) in that Applicant has created a 
new argument debating the source of the air wherein said air is passed through the 
sorption column. Examiner's primary source of concern with this argument is that 
Applicant is claiming a dishwasher, not a source of air or the air itself which is passed 
through the sorption column. Applicant should specifically claim the structure that 
allows communication from the dishwasher to the sorption column. Furthermore, Fried 
et al. clearly shows a communication path between the sorption device and the washing 
container (Fig. 1, parts 3 and 12). Also, Applicant should note that the drying system of 
Fried et al. appears to be a closed system, therefore one of ordinary skill in the art 
would understand that the "air" must be ambient or from the washing container. Lastly, 
Examiner is still treating said language with regards to the "air" in claims 19-20 as 
intended use, does not provide further structural limitations to the claim language, and 
will not be given patentable weight. Furthermore, it is noted that the apparatus of Fried 
et al. is capable of performing said intended use. 
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Regarding Applicant's response to claim 16, Dinh clearly teaches a 
cooler/condenser. Applicant's argument does not fully address said rejection, only 
noting that Dihn does not address the deficiencies of Fried et al. with regards to claim 
10. However, Examiner has addressed said arguments therefore Examiner is not 
convinced and thus sustains all prior rejections. 

Regarding Applicant's response to claim 22, Applicant argues that the pipe 
discussed in Fried et al. is not a pipe along which air is passed from the wash container 
but is instead, a pipe along which air is passed into the washing container. Examiner 
aggress that the pipe is a pipe along which air is passed into the washing container. 
However, Applicant is mistaken in believing that Applicant has claimed that the air 
passes through the outlet and pipe with check valve. Applicant has merely claimed that 
the washing container has an outlet and pipe with check valve. 

Therefore Examiner has addressed all of Applicant's concerns/arguments after 
much consideration. However, Examiner is not convinced by any of Applicant's 
arguments, therefore the rejections are upheld. 

/Joseph L. Perrin/ 
Joseph L. Perrin, Ph.D. 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1792 

/BLO/ 

Benjamin L. Osterhout 
17 November 2009 



